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 In 2013, the National Task Force on Stand Your Ground Laws was convened by the 
American Bar Association entities identified below, to review and analyze the recently 
enacted Stand Your Ground laws in multiple states and their impact on public safety and the 
criminal justice system.  The ABA sponsors of the Task Force include the Coalition on Racial 
& Ethnic Justice, the Center for Racial and Ethnic Diversity, the Commission of Racial and 
Ethnic Diversity in the Profession, Council for Racial and Ethnic Diversity in the Educational 
Pipeline, the Section on Individual Rights & Responsibilities, the Criminal Justice Section, the 
Young Lawyer’s Division, the Standing Committee on Gun Violence, and the Commission on 
Youth at Risk.   
 
 The Task Force members are a diverse array of leaders from law enforcement, 
government, public and private criminal attorneys, public and private health, academic 
experts, and other legal and social science experts.  Further, the Task Force’s membership 
includes appointees from the above co-sponsoring ABA entities and strategic partners, 
including the Association of Prosecuting Attorneys, the Urban Institute, the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police and the National Organization of Parents of Murdered 
Children.  Additionally, the Task Force has an Advisory Committee of leading academic and 
other legal and social science experts as well as victims’ rights advocates.  
 
The Task Force has conducted a comprehensive legal and multidisciplinary analysis 
of the impact of the Stand Your Ground laws, which have substantially expanded the bounds 
of self-defense law in over half of the jurisdictions in the United States.  The study detailed 
herein is national in its scope and assess the utility of previous, current, and future laws in 
the area of self-defense across the United States.    
 
In examining and reporting on the potential effects Stand Your Ground laws may have 
on public safety, individual liberties, and the criminal justice system, the Task Force has:  
   
1. Examined the provisions of Stand Your Ground statutes and analyzed the 
potential for their misapplication and their risk of injustice from multiple perspectives, e.g. 
the individual’s right to exercise self-defense, the victim’s rights, and of the rights of the 
criminally accused.  
 
2. Analyzed the degree to which racial or ethnic bias impacts Stand Your Ground 
laws.  Particular attention was paid to the role implicit bias.  First, the analysis focuses on 
how implicit bias may impact the perception of a deadly threat as well as the ultimate use of 
deadly force.  Second, it looks at how implicit bias impacts the investigation, prosecution, 
immunity, and final determination of which homicides are justified.   
 
3. Examined the effect that the surge of new Stand Your Ground laws had on 
crime control objectives and public safety.  
 
4.  Reviewed law enforcement policy, administrative guidelines, statutes, and 
judicial rulings regarding the investigation and prosecution of Stand Your Ground cases.  
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5.   Conducted a series of regional public hearings to learn about community 
awareness, perceptions of equality in enforcement and application, opinions concerning the 
utility of the laws, and reactions to individualized experiences involving interactions with 
Stand Your Ground laws.   
 






Since its inception in early 2013, this ABA National Task Force on Stand Your Ground Laws has 
served as a prevailing independent leader on the legal analysis and evaluation of the impact of 
state Stand Your Ground laws.  Indeed, throughout its study of these laws, the Task Force has 
remained true to its mandate of conducting an expansive, multidisciplinary, candid and 
thorough investigation. 
 
Our unique approach contemplated the assessment of oft ignored, yet intersecting topics of 
concern, such as the interplay between Stand Your Ground laws and implicit/explicit bias, 
balancing the rights of an accused with that of a victim, and exploring the tensions surrounding 
the initial justifications for the passage of the Stand Your Ground laws and the myriad of issues 
arising from their implementation. 
 
This report represents the culmination of the Task Force’s analysis of a substantial compilation 
of information: testimony from experts and stakeholders received at five regional hearings, 
extensive legal research on each jurisdiction’s self-defense regime, quantitative assessments of 
national crime data relating to rates of justifiable homicides, and critical insights and expertise 
gleaned from our roundtable series among our Advisory Committee and Task Force. 
 
This report summarizes the comprehensive legal study undertaken by the Task Force and makes 
recommendations concerning the utility of state Stand Your Ground laws as well as their impact 
on the criminal justice system, public safety and individual liberties.   
 
We thank you for taking the time to review this report and also hope that it will serve as an 
important guide to individuals, organizations, state and federal policy makers and governmental 
agencies throughout the United States.  
 
We encourage you to share your comments with the ABA Coalition for Racial & Ethnic Justice for 
inclusion in our online version comments section.  We thank you for your support of the work of 
the Task Force.    
 
 Jack Middleton  
Leigh-Ann A. Buchanan   Jack B. Middleton 
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I. Legal Summary of Stand Your Ground Laws  
 
Self-defense is available in all states as a criminal defense.  Self-defense law applies to both 
non-deadly as well as deadly encounters. Self-defense is a “justification” defense, which means if the 
self-defense applies, the act is justified and not a crime. In other words, it is not a crime to defend 
oneself, even with deadly force, if the force used is reasonably in response to an imminent threat, to 
which response is necessary, and the force used is proportionate to the perceived threat.  The 
majority of states apply an objectively reasonableness standard to the exercise of self-defense.  
Thus, one need not be correct in the assessment of the imminence, necessity, or proportionality of 
the threat, but one must be objectively reasonable in the assessment of these elements.  Prior to the 
enactment of Stand Your Ground laws, most states followed the traditional common law self-
defense rule, which imposed a duty to retreat before using force in self-defense, if safe retreat was 
available.  The underlying goal of the duty to retreat rule was to reserve the use of force to incidents 
where there was no other safe alternative than using force.  
 
Stand Your Ground laws eliminate the duty to retreat rule but still maintain the 
reasonableness standard.  In contrast to traditional common law self-defense rules that required a 
duty to retreat, under Stand Your Ground laws, an individual has no duty to retreat prior to using 
force in self-defense, even if a safe route of retreat or escape is available.2  Instead, under Stand Your 
Ground law, an individual may stand his or her ground and meet force with force, including deadly 
force. Most Stand Your Ground laws apply the no duty to retreat rule to “anywhere a person has a 
lawful right to be.”  Additionally, some states have statutes that provide immunity from criminal 
prosecution and civil suit to individuals that use force under Stand Your Ground laws.  In states that 
provide statutory immunity, the immunity is granted or denied by a judge in a pre-trial hearing 
before the jury hears the case.  
 
These recently enacted Stand Your Ground statutes exist within a vigorous policy debate.  
Proponents of Stand Your Ground laws contend these statutes affirm a core belief that all persons 
have a fundamental right to stand their ground and defend themselves from attack with 
proportionate force in every place they have a lawful right to be.  Supporters suggest that the new 
law gives rights back to law-abiding people.  Opponents of Stand Your Ground laws are concerned 
that the new statutes unnecessarily encourage the use of deadly force as a low cost license to kill 
instead of reserving it only as a protective measure. 
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II. Executive Summary of Findings and Recommendations 
 
The ABA’s National Task Force on Stand Your Ground Laws conducted a broad investigation 
of Stand Your Ground laws across the United States.  Much of the recent media attention 
surrounding Stand Your Ground laws is due to the nationally publicized fatal shooting of the Florida 
teenager, Trayvon Martin, and the subsequent prosecution and acquittal of George Zimmerman.  
However, the Task Force’s investigation went well beyond Florida’s laws and did not focus on any 
one case.  The Task Force explored the broad national landscape of Stand Your Ground laws and 
how they impact public safety and the criminal justice system.  The Task Force analyzed the impact 
these laws have on a individual’s right of self-defense, as well as a victim’s right to be informed, 
present, and heard, and a criminal defendant’s right to a fair and just trial.  This report details the 
Task Force’s investigation, including the public hearings that were conducted in five regional fora, 
the 50 state legal survey of the laws, and the latest social science data on the efficacy of Stand Your 
Ground laws.  As of 2014, 33 states have Stand Your Ground laws.3  In these states an individual has 
no duty to retreat before using deadly force in self-defense, either at home or in public.  
 
The national investigation revealed several important findings: 
   
1. Based on recent empirical studies, Stand Your Ground states experienced an increase in 
homicides.  
 
2. Multiple states have attempted to repeal or amend Stand Your Ground laws.  
 
3. The application of Stand Your Ground laws is unpredictable, uneven, and results in racial 
disparities.4  
 
4. An individual’s right to self-defense was sufficiently protected prior to Stand Your 
Ground laws.  
 
5. Victim’s rights are undermined in states with statutory immunity from criminal 
prosecution and civil suit related to Stand Your Ground cases. 
 
Based upon the testimony elicited at the public hearings and the research conducted by the 
Task Force, the Task Force recommends the following: 
1. The Task Force recommends that the ABA develop a national public education 
campaign designed to provide educational resources and accurate information about 
Stand Your Ground laws. This campaign would serve as a first of many initiatives aimed 
at addressing the widespread public misperception that Stand Your Ground laws 
provide a blanket justification for the use of deadly force in public spaces. 
 
2. For states that desire to combat violent crime, it is recommended that legislatures do not 
enact Stand Your Ground laws because empirical evidence shows that states with 
statutory Stand Your Ground laws have not decreased theft, burglary, or assault crimes.   
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3. For states that desire to reduce their overall homicide rates, it is recommended that 
legislatures repeal Stand Your Ground laws because empirical evidence shows that states 
with statutory Stand Your Ground laws have increased homicide rates. 
 
4. For states that desire to reduce or eliminate racial disparities in the criminal justice 
system, it is recommended that legislatures amend or repeal statutory Stand Your 
Ground laws because implicit racial bias has been identified as a significant factor causing 
inconsistent outcomes in criminal cases involving Stand Your Ground laws. 
  
5. For states with statutory immunity provisions applicable to the Stand Your Ground 
defense, it is recommended that legislatures modify these statutes to eliminate civil 
immunity provisions, which prevent victims and/or innocent bystanders and their 
families from seeking compensation and other civil remedies for injuries sustained.   
 
6. Law enforcement agencies should be trained on best practices for investigating Stand 
Your Ground cases as well as required to keep detailed records of cases in which a 
homicide is ruled justified based on a Stand Your Ground law.  Precise record keeping in 
these cases is needed in order to analyze the full impact Stand Your Ground laws have on 
the criminal justice system and the public’s safety.   
 
7. The Task Force further recommends the creation of a national database for tracking 
incidents involving the invocation of Stand Your Ground law defenses, from the law 
enforcement investigative stage and through prosecution and sentencing. 
 
8. Juries should be instructed regarding limitations of the right to stand one’s ground, 
including, but not limited to, that initial aggressors are not entitled to “stand your 
ground,” that the alleged victim may also have a right to stand his or her ground, and that 
the ability to retreat can be considered in determining whether the use of deadly force 
was objectively necessary. 
 
9. Stand Your Ground laws should not apply in circumstances where deadly force is used 
against a law enforcement officer and where the aggressor knew or should have known 
that the individual against whom deadly force is used is a law enforcement officer. 
 
10.  States should endeavor to develop safeguards to prevent racial disparities in the 
application of Stand Your Ground laws. 
 
11. The ABA should investigate the impacts that gun laws have in Stand Your Ground states 
and their effect on public safety generally, as well as racial disparities specifically. 
 
The order in which the above findings and/or recommendations are articulated conveys no 
special significance or priority.  Section VI, Additional Recommendations, contains a more 
comprehensive list of the Task Force’s recommendations, which are broadly categorized within five 
areas of focus ― public safety, racial and ethnic minorities, training, legislative considerations and 
implementation concerns.   
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Share the Report. Direct colleagues to the online version, accessible from the ABA Coalition on 
Racial & Ethnic Justice’s website 
(http://www.americanbar.org/groups/diversity/racial_ethnic_justice). A limited number of printed 
editions will also be available upon request to the ABA Coalition on Racial & Ethnic Justice 
(corej@americanbar.org).   
 
Provide feedback.  The Task Force’s website will feature a Special Comment Page to post 
readers’ comments about the Report.  The Report is designed to spark candid dialogue and debate 
about what directions the legal profession, individuals, organizations, government agencies and 
policymakers should take now and in the future to increase understanding of and to eliminate the 
adverse effects of the implementation of Stand Your Ground laws.  
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III. Overview of National Fact Finding  
A. Gathering the Information 
1. Regional Hearings  
 
 February 2013:  Dallas, Texas, at the ABA Midyear Meeting 
 May 2013:  Chicago, Illinois 
 June 2013:  Philadelphia, Pennsylvania5  
 August 2013:  San Francisco, California, at the ABA Annual Meeting 
 October 2013:  Miami, Florida 
 
 The Task Force conducted five regional hearing during 2013 and received oral and written 
testimony from over 70 witnesses, comprised of policy makers, government officials, state 
prosecutors and public defenders, private lawyers, legal scholars, victims’ advocates and concerned 
citizens. All the hearings were recorded and transcribed.  The Western regional hearing was 
televised on C-SPAN and the Southeast regional hearing was broadcast live on 880 WZAB AM.  The 
transcript of each hearing is electronically available as described in Section VII, Appendix.  
2. Legal and Empirical Research 
 
The Task Force, through its membership and advisory board, conducted a 50 state legal 
survey of Stand Your Ground laws, and a literature review of empirical studies and legal scholarship.   
B. Overview of the Regional Hearings  
1. Southwest Regional Hearing:  Dallas, TX – Feb. 8, 2013 
 
The Southwest regional hearing in Dallas was the first hearing the Task Force conducted.  It 
was held in conjunction with the 2013 ABA mid-year meeting and was well attended, “standing 
room only.”  One issue that was repeated throughout the testimony was that Texas did not have 
Stand Your Ground laws, but instead only “castle doctrine” laws.  Notwithstanding the local 
distinction in the label given to the law, the Texas self-defense law follows the “no duty to retreat” 
in public model, wherein one may stand one’s ground and meet force with force, including deadly 
force inside the home and outside the home.  Further, it was mentioned in the testimony that Texas 
has a strong gun culture and many Texans own and carry firearms.  The witnesses indicated that 
some individuals in Texas live in fear that their fellow Texans will be too quick to use their firearms 
and that this fear is heightened for African-American males.  One witness, a law professor in Texas 
and former member of the United States military, highlighted the absurdity of encouraging deadly 
force in public and made the comparison that the Texas law provides a more lenient rule for a 
civilians’ use of a firearm than is available to a police officer or even a solider at war, 
notwithstanding the fact that police officers and military officers receive extensive firearms and 
defensive training.  One professor shared his study revealing that states with Stand Your Ground 




 The Southwest hearing included the testimony of a crime victim, a victim of domestic 
violence.  She testified, in graphic detail about how her ex-husband broke into her house with a gun 
and tried to kill her.  She was able to defend herself with deadly force.  Her testimony added the 
victim’s rights perspective to the hearing.  A victims’ rights advocate testified that victims often 
wonder about the epidemic of violence created by stand your ground laws.  A criminal defense 
attorney’s testimony highlighted that Stand Your Ground laws blur the characterization of who the 
victim is. 
 
A representative from the Texas legislature focused on the dangers of Stand Your Ground 
laws and people’s perceptions of what the law actually allows.  He also testified that black men are 
perceived as dangerous by default and that leads to situations where a person may perceive danger 
and use deadly harm when none existed.  One judge testified that jury instructions in the area of 
Stand Your Ground are complicated, but that he had a good experience with juries in Dallas because 
of their ability to focus on the reasonableness of the actor’s actions.  Two criminal defense lawyers 
explained in their testimony the differences in the language of the laws between Texas and Florida.  
They believe that the distinction is an important one that fits and works well in Texas because there 
are no examples of serious injustices in the law in Texas.  One attorney further added that the 
homicide rate had decreased in Texas, and that there was no shoot first mentality because an 




2. Midwest Regional Hearing:  Chicago, IL – May 2, 2013 
 
Testimony from the Midwest regional hearing in Chicago was marked by localized issues of 
heightened gun violence in that region.  Several witnesses were concerned about gun control.  One 
testified regarding racial profiling and expressed the need for people to develop conflict resolution 
skills other than resorting to violence and the use of guns.  Another expressed that there have been 
funding cuts for mental health facilities, education, and other family assistance programs, but the 
legislature passed a law that introduces more guns and violence into the community.  Another 
witness criticized the National Rifle Association’s support of Stand Your Ground laws. 
 
One interesting feature of the Midwest hearing was the amount of empirical research 
discussed in the testimony.  A study showed white killers of black victims comprise 3.1% of all 
homicides, but that cross-racial killing makes up 15.6% of all justified homicides.  Another witness 
added further that there has been no increase in black on black homicides, but there has been an 
increase in white on white and white on black homicides.  When compared to Stand Your Ground 
states, justifiable homicides account for 7.2% of homicides in “non-stand your ground” states.  
Another study shows that Stand Your Ground laws do not deter other violent crimes, but are 
associated with higher rates of homicides and manslaughters.  Another witness expressed that 
criminal justice policy ought to be based on empirical evidence, and there is not very much in the 
way of research.  But of the few studies that have been done, they show that Stand Your Ground 
laws have exactly the opposite effect to their stated purpose.  Another study showed that 34% of 
white shooters are not charged or not convicted after shooting a black person compared to 3% of 
black people who are not charged or not convicted after shooting a white person. 
 
Another witness testified about the economic and social conditions that influence vigilantism 
often associated with stand your ground laws.  One witness even questioned whether Stand Your 
Ground laws are constitutional given the racial disparities in their application.  The witness further 
testified that the immunity statutes foreclose any opportunity for the victims and their families to 
recover from the shooter.  Two witnesses focused on the need for grass roots efforts in education, 
the need for the involvement of young lawyers divisions, and the need for the community to reach 
out to legislators to express their opinions against Stand Your Ground laws. 
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3. Eastern Regional Hearing:  Philadelphia, PA – June 6, 2013 
 
The witnesses from the Northeast regional hearing in Pennsylvania were informed 
regarding the issues surrounding Stand Your Ground laws.  The witnesses’ education on the law 
was due in large part to the fact that Pennsylvania’s first Stand Your Ground bill, which mirrored 
Florida’s law, was vetoed by former Governor Ed Rendell in 2006.  The veto was newsworthy and 
created local debate regarding the pros and cons of Stand Your Ground laws.  Gov. Rendell testified 
at the hearing and shared his perspectives and rationales behind his veto decision.  Gov. Rendell 
explained he vetoed the bill because it espoused a “shoot first, think about it later mentality,” and 
further, because it provided a solution to a problem that did not exist because existing castle 
doctrine laws sufficiently provided for the self-defense in the home.  The local prosecutor testified 
that not one case had been cited to prove the necessity for Stand Your Ground laws, and that 
expanding the castle doctrine to public spaces helps to shield violent criminals from prosecution. 
 
Witnesses testified that the veto fostered collaborative dialogue among the state’s policy 
makers and key stakeholders.  As a result, Pennsylvania’s current Stand Your Ground law, enacted 
in 2011,6 was described by multiple witnesses as an improved version of Stand Your Ground law.  
Witnesses opined that Pennsylvania was able to draft a better law because of its intense study of 
the perceived pitfalls that Florida and Texas experienced with its laws.  Some witnesses testified in 
opposition to Pennsylvania’s “new and improved” version of Stand Your Ground stating that it was 
not only unnecessary, but also puts individuals at risk. 
 
The Northeast hearing testimony included concern about perceived loopholes in current gun 
control laws.  Several witnesses testified about gun licensing laws, background checks, and the 
necessity to tighten any loopholes in the gun permitting laws.  One witness testified about what he 
called “the Florida loophole” in Pennsylvania’s gun law, in which if an individual was not permitted 
to get a gun under Pennsylvania’s law, but would qualify for a gun under Florida’s law, which had a 
much lower standard, the gun permit would be issued without ever going to Florida.  Witnesses 
stated that Pennsylvania has required background checks since 1998 before issuing a gun license, 
while Florida does not.  A witness from the organization, Mothers in Charge, spoke about gun control 
and self-defense issues from the victim’s perspective, objecting to gun violence and needless loss of 
life.  Multiple witnesses also spoke to the fact that Stand Your Ground laws protect criminals and 
encouraged more violent crime including gang wars.  This point was echoed again in the testimony 
gained in the Miami hearing. 
 
A defense attorney testified in support of Stand Your Ground laws and the removal of the 
duty to retreat requirement.  She explained that it is hard for a criminal defendant to show that 
there was “no safe retreat available” because it is too subjective of a standard.  The witness further 
testified that most jurors don't understand the duty to retreat standard anyway because they don't 
grasp the graphic reality of the encounter.  By removing that requirement, Stand Your Ground laws 





4. Western Regional Hearing:  San Francisco, CA – August 9, 2013 
 
Witness from the Western regional hearing in San Francisco testified that California’s Stand 
Your Ground law is found in its case law, not its statutory law, but is even broader in scope than 
Florida’s statute.  The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defender testified that the issue 
with problematic cases like the Trayvon Martin’s killing is not Stand Your Ground laws, but implicit 
bias.  Expert witnesses from Stanford University and the University of California at Berkeley 
testified on the issue of implicit bias.  They first testified that the association between blacks and 
crime is strong enough to change people’s memory and perception; the association between blacks 
and threats influence what people see, where they look, and how they respond; and these 
associations even influence what crime policies people see as fair and appropriate.  The second 
testified that the word black is most often associated with the words poverty, dangerous, and lazy.  
He explained that studies show an increase in racial anxiety and that the anxiety is manifesting itself 
in Stand Your Ground laws.  The local public defender spoke about inequalities in the criminal 
justice system due to implicit racial bias and the need to eliminate it. 
 
Several witnesses testified that there was nothing wrong with the self-defense laws in place 
before Stand Your Ground laws were enacted.  In their testimony they highlighted the concerns for 
racial profiling of blacks and the discriminatory application of Stand Your Ground laws.  They 
testified that standards put forward in Stand Your Ground laws encourage tragic mistakes, poor 
judgment, and vigilantism.  Other witnesses called for more research into the disparate impact of 
Stand Your Ground laws stating that they echoed the concerns of Attorney General Eric Holder and 
President Barack Obama, regarding a perceived disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic 
minorities― black males in particular.   
 
Another witness focused on the policies behind the enactment of Stand Your Ground laws.  
He explained that while most people are concerned with the legal aspects of these laws, people who 
oppose Stand Your Ground need to understand the political backdrop in which the Stand Your 
Ground laws were passed, especially understanding the National Rifle Association’s role in it.  
Several witnesses testified that California did not experience the same kind of problematic cases 
that Texas and Florida did because it lacks the same gun culture as those states.  Therefore, they 
testified that more attention needs to be focused in places where the gun lobby’s influence results 




5. Southeast Regional Hearing: Miami, FL – October 17, 2013 
 
Most notably, the Southeast regional hearing in Miami featured testimony from the police 
community.  A Miami homicide detective and police commander testified about first hand 
experiences with Stand Your Ground laws allowing drug dealers and other repeat offenders to avoid 
criminal charges due to “a technicality.”  The detective testified further that Stand Your Ground laws 
created a negative problem for the Black community.  He stated that the issue of racial stereotyping 
and the unfair perception that unarmed black males are a deadly threat is just one issue; another 
large issue is the fact that repeat offenders are going unpunished based on the loopholes of the Stand 
Your Ground laws.  Additionally, these individuals are getting out of jail free and going on to kill 
more victims.  A chief public defender’s testimony highlighted the discretion in the prosecution and 
the discretion in the judiciary to grant immunity from prosecution without the influence of a jury as 
another way Stand Your Ground laws are beneficial for criminals. 
 
The Southeast hearing also included testimony from Florida lawmakers, who to some degree 
or another were involved in initial efforts to enact Florida’s Stand Your Ground law and subsequent 
efforts to pass amendments.  A Florida state senator testified that during the Stand Your Ground 
hearings in the House of Representatives, a speaker predicted that the law would lead to racially 
motivated killings.  The state senator’s testimony characterized Stand Your Ground as a law that 
creates victims and is the motivating force behind his pending proposed amendments to the law.  
Another Florida state senator testified about common misconceptions about Stand Your Ground 
and a poll that showed 60% of Floridians want to amend the statute.  Both senators sponsored an 
amendment that called for guidelines for neighborhood watch programs, guidelines for police 
officers, and eliminating the immunity from civil suits provision. 
 
One attorney testified that the loose standards and wide range of discretion given to 
prosecutors and law enforcement result in inconsistent and inadequate application of the law 
resulting in racial and minority disparities. Another attorney testified that courts in Florida do not 
apply stand your ground in the same way because some use it as an affirmative defense and others 
apply it as a complete immunity from prosecution.  The same witness provided an example of how 
Stand Your Ground laws encourage violence.  He testified that he represented a family whose son 
had been stabbed to death by two white teenagers.  Those teenagers chased the victim down and 
stabbed him to death.  After admitting that they planned in advance and staged the confrontation 
with victim, the teenagers said they thought they would get away with it because the police were 
likely to believe two white kids over a black kid. 
 
A witness from the University of Miami School of Law Human Rights Clinic testified that the 
clinic did a study that focused on Stand Your Ground laws as invoked by victims and survivors of 
domestic violence.  The research showed that marginalized and vulnerable groups are less likely to 
successfully invoke a Stand Your Ground defense when compared to more privileged groups.  
Another witness testified that society is relying too much on the court system to address these 
problems without contemplating the need for society to consider biases and prejudices along with 
other issues to fully resolve Stand Your Ground law problems.  An investigations editor and reporter 
from the Tampa Bay Times testified and explained the Times’ findings on its small study of cases 
within the state of Florida wherein it found: 1) the majority of Stand Your Ground cases are non-
deadly encounters, 2) sixty-percent of the individuals asserting the Stand Your Ground defense had 
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been arrested before, 3) the outcomes in Stand Your Ground cases revealed an uneven application 
of the law, and 4) the race of the victim was the dominant factor in determining the outcome of the 
case .   
C. Survey of Stand Your Ground Laws 
1. 50 State Law Survey  
 
As of 2014, 33 states have Stand Your Ground laws which are depicted in map below.7  The 
References and Resources section contains a more detailed 50 state statute chart detailing the 
varying scope of each state’s Stand Your Ground law. 
 
 
D. Empirical Assessments of Stand Your Ground Laws 
 
Notwithstanding the media coverage and policy debate, few empirical studies have yet to 
confirm or dispel the public and scholarly criticisms of Stand Your Ground laws, their true impact on 
crime and deterrence of crime, and whether there is a significant racial dynamic related either to the 
victims or beneficiaries of such statutes.   The Task Force performed a critical assessment of the 
qualitative and quantitative analysis that substantively contributes to the sparse landscape of empirical 
examinations of Stand Your Ground laws and evolving discourse surrounding these laws.  However, the 
Task Force identified a substantial gap in the empirical research designed to measure the impact of 
Stand Your Ground laws on violent crimes, particularly violence linked to the use of firearms.  A 
comprehensive study combining both the quantitative analysis and qualitative legal analysis of Stand 
Your Ground statutes and actual real in which fatal gun violence is determined justified would 
supplement existing scholarship and provide an evaluation of not previously performed by any legal 
scholar or researcher.  
 
 
Stand Your Ground Laws By State 
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1. Georgia State University 
 
Chandler McClellan and Erdal Tekin, two Georgia State University economists, analyzed monthly 
data from U.S. Vital Statistics records to examine how Stand Your Ground laws impact homicides.  The 
data chosen encompasses mainly firearm related homicides between 2000 and 2009, made available by 
the National Center for Health Statistics based on death certificates filed in each state.  The study focused 
on firearm related homicides committed by private individuals.  Comparing data from different states 
before and after adoption of Stand Your Ground laws, the study found a significant increase in the 
homicide rate after the adoption of Stand Your Ground laws.  More precisely, the study focused on states 
with laws that explicitly extend the right to self-defense with no duty to retreat to “any place where a 
person has a legal right to be.”  
 
McClellan and Tekin found that the homicide rate increased among white males, thus more white 
males were being killed per month as a result of Stand Your Ground laws.  Numerically, this meant that 
the homicide rate increased by 7.1 percent overall, but among white males, the rate increased 12.2 
percent, or 8.09 deaths per month. 
 
Interestingly, McClellan & Tekin preliminarily find that Stand Your Ground laws have “no effect 
on blacks[.]”  Instead, they conclude, Stand Your Ground laws only increase homicides of whites, and in 
greater number, white males.  Yet, public opinion data from policy makers, law enforcement, legal 
practitioners, news reports, and those who interact with the criminal justice system on a daily basis 
directly contradicts McClellan & Tekin’s findings concerning the impact of Stand Your Ground laws on 
minorities. This anecdotal evidence consistently indicates a pervasive concern that racial minorities are 
more vulnerable to becoming a victim of “misperceived aggression” while unarmed, and ultimately 
killed in purported self-defense type encounters Stand Your Ground law operates to insulate the 
attacker from criminal (or civil) liability. 
2. Texas A&M University 
  
Mark Hoekstra, a professor of economics, and Cheng Cheng, a doctoral candidate, both of Texas 
A&M University, analyzed the impact of Stand Your Ground laws on state-level crime statistics using 
data obtained from the FBI Uniform Crime Reports from 2000 through 2010.  The study queried whether 
Stand Your Ground laws impacted deterrence and homicide rates. The crimes considered were burglary, 
robbery, and aggravated assault.  Homicides were defined as the sum of murder and non-negligent 
manslaughter.  Using a comparison of effects in states that adopted Stand Your Ground laws versus the 
effects in states that chose not to adopt such laws, Hoekstra & Cheng study concluded that the laws did 
not deter crime and, in fact, led to an increase in homicides.   
 
Homicides increased by eight percent, which quantitatively represents 600 additional homicides 
per year, a statistically significant change. Hoekstra & Cheng also found no deterrent effect on crimes.  
Hoekstra and Cheng considered possible explanations for this data, including the escalation of violence 
by criminals, the escalation of violence in otherwise non-lethal conflicts, and an increase in legally 
justified homicide that is misreported as murder or non-negligent manslaughter.  The study noted a 
minor variation in police classifications of justified homicides, which was not statistically meaningful.  
Finally, Hoekstra & Cheng suggested that Stand Your Ground laws cause both parties in a conflict to 
believe that they have the right to shoot, leading to such an escalation of violence. Moreover, the study 
further found that the increase in homicide rates is connected to the immunity protections in the Stand 
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Your Ground laws that provide a low opportunity cost for exercising deadly force and therefore produce 
more killings. 
3.  Urban Institute 
 
Dr. John Roman, a Task Force member and Senior Fellow at the Urban Institute, conducted an 
analysis of how Stand Your Ground laws impact justified homicide rates and whether there are any 
racial disparities in data measuring justifiable homicide rulings on a national scale.  Roman analyzed 
data from the FBI Supplemental Homicide Reports to conduct a comparative analysis of justified 
homicide rates from 2005-2010 in Stand Your Ground states and “non-stand your ground” states. 
Roman specifically isolated the factor of race, which enable him to readily identify racial disparities in 
findings of justifiable homicides. 
8 
 The resulting analysis of the data (see above) indicates statistically significant racial disparities 
in “non-stand your ground” states, and increased racial disparities in Stand Your Ground states. 
This chart below depicts as its baseline, white on white killings.   
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Thus, although racial disparities in the likelihood of being 
found to be justified exist, in Stand Your Ground states, the rate 
is significantly higher, such that a white shooter that kills a 
black victim is 350% more likely to be found to be justified 










4. Tampa Bay Times  
 
The Tampa Bay Times conducted a study of 235 Stand Your Ground cases, gathering qualitative 
data from media reports, public records and extensive interviews with prosecutors and defense 
attorneys.  Although the Stand Your Ground statute was designed to permit individuals were engaged 
in lawful activity to protect themselves from actual harm, the results of the Times study revealed that 
Stand Your Ground law was being utilized under circumstances the legislature never expected, benefit 
groups the legislative never meant to protect (e.g., habitual violent offenders) and causing large 
disparities along racial lines in case outcomes.  
 
 Interestingly, the Times study also revealed an important trend; cases with nearly identical 
factual circumstances resulted in inconsistent and opposite outcomes wherein one defendant is 
afforded criminal immunity, while another is convicted and received a tough sentence. The Times study, 
like the Roman analysis above, also indicated that racial disparities exist in the application of Stand Your 
Ground laws.  Notably, the Times study determined, that a defendant in Florida who asserted a Stand 
Your Ground defense was 73 % more likely to achieve dismissal if the victim was black, compared to 
59% if the victim was white.   Other notable findings include:  
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 The majority of Stand Your Ground cases are 
non-deadly cases; 
 
 60% of the defendants raising the defense had 
been previously arrested 
 
 1 in 3 defendants raising the defense had been 
previously accused of violent crimes; 
 
 Nearly 70% of individuals that invoke Stand 
Your Ground receive no punishment;  
 
 Defendants asserting Stand Your Ground 
are more likely to prevail on the merits if 
the victim is black; 
 
 Factually similar cases often yield 
inconsistent results; and 
 
 As criminal defense attorneys consistently rely on the Stand Your Ground defense, the 
volume of Stand Your Ground cases drastically increases. 9 
 
Chris Davis, investigatory reporter and editor of the Times study, testified at the Task Force’s Southeast 
regional hearing that the data the Times’ analyzed was a small pool of data – only 235 cases involving 
Florida Stand Your Ground law, dating back through its enactment in 2005.  Davis also testified that 
creating an accurate database was challenging in light of the that lack of standardized procedure or 
reporting obligation relating to Stand Your Ground law cases in Florida.  The Times study, Davis 
cautions, although informative, is not conclusive and thus its readers should not draw too many 
conclusions from it. 
  
